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VOTER INITIATIVE PETITIONS: THE 

PEOPLE NEED TO BE HEARD 

The El Dorado Hills Community Services District and the County have failed to act 

on two Proposition 218-based petition initiatives that would have repealed park 

assessments. A clearer process needs to be defined to avoid disenfranchising voters.  
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Summary 

The El Dorado County (County) Civil Grand Jury (Grand Jury) received complaints from 

voters that the El Dorado Hills Community Services District (CSD) Board had repeatedly failed 

to comply with the California Election Codes (Elections Code) by not acting on the intent of 

two ballot initiatives from one of the Landscape and Lighting Assessment Districts (LLAD).  

The Grand Jury investigation revealed that these failures were real and had resulted in the 

nullification of initiative petitions that were signed by voters and certified by the County 

Elections Department. Although it is difficult for a Grand Jury report to remedy damages from 

these past actions, the investigation into this CSD process has provided an opportunity for the 

Grand Jury to identify shortcomings and propose improvements to the County voter initiative 

petition process. 

The Grand Jury found that the only recourse available to ballot proponents when a governing 

body refuses to properly act on a certified initiative is through the courts. Through multiple 

instances that the Grand Jury followed, the ballot proponents elected not to pursue a court 

mandate, which can be a lengthy and costly process. Unfortunately, the Grand Jury could not 

identify or recommend a viable process through the County that ballot proponents could pursue 

more efficiently for recourse in these situations. Nobody we spoke with felt going through the 

court was an optimal process, and it seemingly has left voters disenfranchised and frustrated, 

but it’s the only process that exists today. The lack of alternative paths for recourse may allow 

governing bodies to act with impunity if they elect to ignore the intent of the ballot initiative 

and the will of the voters. 



BACKGROUND 

Page 4 Case #24-06   LLAD Ballot Initiatives 

Background 

The Grand Jury became aware that residents of the Heritage Park active 55+ development 

community were contesting the park assessment fees they were being charged by the El Dorado 

Hills CSD as they appeared on their annual property tax bills. The Grand Jury received multiple 

election-related complaints during the year. A particular complaint focused on the adherence to 

the state Elections Code by CSD and the County regarding a ballot initiative by the Heritage 

Park LLAD #39 to remove the controversial assessments in future years. This issue overlapped 

other CSD-related investigations the Grand Jury had underway which have been discussed in a 

separate Grand Jury report, Case #24-05 El Dorado Hills CSD: Controversy and Concerns 

Demand Change.  

After the Grand Jury began the investigation and started drafting this report, the scope 

expanded when a second LLAD (Promontory LLAD #22) certified another initiative through 

the Elections Department and was sent back to CSD for action. The ultimate resolution of that 

process has not been determined as of completion of this report. It appears that it will not be 

without controversy. Negotiations between CSD and the ballot proponents will be required to 

avoid resolution through the court.  

The Grand Jury felt that adherence to the state Elections Code by CSD and the County was an 

important topic that could eventually affect other governing bodies in the County besides CSD. 

It also required investigation of the procedures of the Elections Department. As such, the Grand 

Jury decided to create this separate report from the broader CSD investigation mentioned 

above. To better understand this particular ballot initiative issue, an overview of LLADs, 

Proposition 218 procedures and relevant Elections Code is required. 

LANDSCAPE AND LIGHTING ASSESSMENT DISTRICTS (LLAD) 

The Landscape and Lighting Act of 1972 allows the creation of taxable areas, Landscape and 

Lighting Assessment Districts (LLAD), to provide funding for the maintenance and support of 
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specific public or shared areas within a community services district. The El Dorado Hills CSD 

is responsible for more than 25 active LLADs. CSD uses LLADs to provide funding sources 

for area parks, community facilities and landscape areas. The assessment values for each parcel 

within the LLAD are determined by an engineering assessment firm and approved by the CSD 

Board, after a period of public review, before being placed on the annual property tax bills by 

the County Controller (under normal procedures). 

PROPOSITION 218, THE “RIGHT TO VOTE ON TAXES ACT”  

In 1996 California voters passed Proposition 218 to counteract concerns about the formation of 

LLADs. This constitutional amendment protects taxpayers by limiting the methods by which 

local governments can create or increase taxes, fees, and charges without taxpayer consent. 

Proposition 218 requires voter approval prior to the imposition or increase of general taxes, 

assessments, and certain user fees, as well as defining a process for removing certain currently 

assessed fees. 

The laws created by Proposition 218 relevant to the Grand Jury investigation are:  

1. Voter Approval on Taxes. It requires all local governments, including charter cities, to 

get majority voter approval for new or increased general taxes.  

2. Initiative Power to Repeal. It gives voters the power to reduce or repeal any existing 

local tax, assessment, or charge through the initiative process.  

The frequency of Proposition 218-based voter initiative petitions in the County are likely to 

increase as more County voters identify it as an effective tool to control taxes, assessments, and 

charges unless various County governing entities closely adhere to public requests and 

concerns. It is projected that there will be at least three Proposition 218-based voter initiative 

petitions qualified for the County November 2024 ballot for three separate CSD LLADs with 

similar concerns. 
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RELEVANT CALIFORNIA ELECTIONS CODE SECTIONS 

The following sections of the California Elections Code (EC) are relevant to the investigation 

into the Grand Jury complaint about the voter initiative petition process:  

EC 9308 (e) If the petition is found sufficient, the district elections official shall certify the 

results of the examination to the governing board of the district at the next regular 

meeting of the board. 

EC 9310 If the initiative petition does not request a special election, the district board shall 

do either of the following: 

(a) Adopt the ordinance, without alteration, at the regular meeting at which the 

certification of the petition is presented, or within 10 days after it is presented. 

(b) Submit the ordinance, without alteration, to the voters. 

EC 9313 …whenever a district measure is submitted to the voters, the district elections 

official shall transmit a copy of the measure to the county counsel… The county 

counsel or district attorney shall prepare an impartial analysis of the measure 

showing the effect of the measure on the existing law and the operation of the 

measure. 

EC 9380  (b) (1) During the 10-calendar-day public examination period provided by this 

section, any voter of the jurisdiction in which the election is being held, or the 

elections official, himself or herself, may seek a writ of mandate or an injunction 

requiring any material to be amended or deleted. The writ of mandate or 

injunction request shall be filed no later than the end of the 10-calendar-day 

public examination period. 
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Methodology 

INTERVIEWS 

• Multiple concerned citizens with detailed knowledge and documents 

• County Employees 

• El Dorado Hills CSD Board Members 

DOCUMENTS REVIEWED 

• Multiple citizen complaints to the Grand Jury 

• County Registrar of Voters Certification of May 2020 LLAD #39 Petition 

• County Registrar of Voters Certification of Sep 2020 LLAD #39 Petition 

• June 2, 2020 memo to El Dorado Hills CSD Board 

Subject:  Initiative Petition Received from County Registrar’s Office for Carson Creek 

LLAD #39 - Special Assessment 

• LLAD #39 formation and maintenance agreements 

• Prior year’s Grand Jury reports on El Dorado Hills CSD 

• Prior year’s Grand Jury reports on County Elections Department 

• El Dorado County Voter Information Guide - November 8, 2022, containing: 

• Full Text of Measure H 

• Impartial Analysis of Measure H 

• Argument In Favor of Measure H 
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Discussion 

FIRST LLAD #39 PETITION CERTIFIED IN MAY 2020 BLOCKED BY CSD 

Residents of El Dorado Hills CSD LLAD #39 believe they are being unfairly assessed by the 

CSD for a much higher percentage of Heritage Park maintenance than their actual park usage 

would justify. From the photo below, CSD’s Heritage Park (background upper left and cover 

photo) has nearly identical amenities to the Heritage community (tennis and pickleball courts, 

bocce ball, grass fields shown in the foreground). So, LLAD #39 residents don’t use the park as 

expected. 

 

The Heritage active 55+ development amenities with CSD’s Heritage Park across the street, 

upper left. The development has little special benefit from Heritage Park with the same 

amenities, although they have been assessed for maintenance and improvements. 
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After attempting to work with CSD to address their concerns without success, some LLAD #39 

residents created a voter initiative petition authorized by California Proposition 218 to give all 

LLAD #39 voters a voice in continuing or repealing the assessments as guaranteed by the 

California Constitution. As required by state Elections Code, the LLAD #39 proponents 

submitted their first voter initiative petition to the County Elections Department on April 1, 

2020.  The title and operative language in the petition were: 

Petition 

Title 

Repeal of CSD LLAD #39 Special Assessment and Require CSD to 

Submit Subsequent Special Assessment for LLAD #39 to Voter Approval 

Petition 

Operative 

Text 

The People of CSD LLAD #39 do ordain the following: 

Repeal CSD LLAD #39 Special Assessment for FY 2019-2020 and 

instruct the El Dorado County Tax Assessor and Tax Collector to 

refund to the subject taxpayer monies thus far collected and to 

terminate any related collection efforts. 

Require CSD to submit subsequent Carson Creek Park LLAD Special 

Assessment for approval by 2/3 majority vote of property owners of 

record at the time of the proposal. 

IMPLEMENTATION 

a.  This measure applies to only property owners subject to Special 

Assessment LLAD #39.  

b.  Effective date: Provisions of this measure shall take effect upon 

the certification of the election results and expire 10 years after 

that date.  

c.  If any provision of this measure is for any reason held to be 

invalid, the remaining provisions shall remain in full force and 

effect. 
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As required by the Elections Code, County Counsel created the following circulating title and 

summary for the petition that was printed on all the petitions circulated among the voters for 

their signature. 

Circulating 

Title 

An Initiative Measure to Repeal the Carson Creek Park Landscape and 

Lighting Assessment District #39 Special Assessment and Require Voter 

Approval for Subsequent Special Assessments 

Circulating 

Summary 

This initiative measure seeks to repeal that assessment and instruct the El 

Dorado County Assessor and Tax Collector to refund any monies 

collected pursuant to that assessment. This initiative measure further 

seeks to require that, prior to levying future assessments within the 

Assessment District, the CSD obtain the approval of two-thirds of the 

property owners of record at the time of the proposed assessment. The 

provisions of this measure would remain in effect for ten years following 

certification of the election results. 

 

After it was circulated, the ballot petition was delivered to the Elections Department for 

signature verification. On May 14, 2020, the petition was found to be sufficient, and the results 

were certified by the Registrar. [See Appendix 1]. As required by Elections Code, the initiative 

petition was next sent from the Elections Department to the CSD Board for their action. 

The CA Elections Code 9310 requires that the CSD Board either adopt the ordinance without 

alteration or submit the ordinance to the voters as written. Instead, the CSD Board unilaterally 

disregarded the Elections Code at their June 11, 2020 Board meeting by taking their legal 

counsel’s advice to: 
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Refrain from taking either action identified in Elections Code section 9310 in 

response to the certified petition received from the El Dorado County Registrar of 

voters relating to that initiative entitled, "An Initiative Measure to Repeal the 

Carson Creek Park Landscape and Lighting Assessment District #39 Special 

Assessment and Require Voter Approval for Subsequent Special Assessments," 

(hereinafter "Initiative") and direct legal counsel to notify the El Dorado County 

Registrar of Voters of such action. [Appendix 2]. 

 

The decision of the CSD Board to “refrain from action" is not a legal option allowed under 

California Elections Code 9310. CSD’s counsel justified this recommendation by claiming the 

initiative was “… facially invalid and unconstitutional.” However, there is no indication that 

this claim was ever justified or validated by other legal resources in the County or elsewhere. 

This claim is even more surprising because before the petitions were created the initiative 

petition language was reviewed and summarized by County Counsel and printed onto the 

petitions that were circulated among the voters for their signatures. Additionally, the U.S. 

Constitution was designed to impose limits on government, not to impose limits on the range of 

edicts that citizens can vote on and require of their local governing bodies.  

The result of CSD’s inaction was that the voter initiative petition from the LLAD #39 residents 

was unilaterally nullified by the CSD and was never put to a vote. The Elections Department 

deferred to CSD’s decision to not apply the initiative to a vote. The voters that signed the 

initiative petition were thus disenfranchised.  

SECOND LLAD #39 PETITION CERTIFIED IN SEPTEMBER 2020 NULLIFIED BY CSD 

In response to the failure of the CSD to act on the May 2020 certified initiative, the registered 

voters of LLAD #39 circulated a second initiative petition with modified language. 

The title and operative language in the petition were: 
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Petition 

Title 

An Initiative Measure to Repeal of CSD LLAD #39 Special Assessment 

and Refund Levied Taxes 

Petition 

Operative 

Text 

Repeal CSD LLAD #39 Special Assessment and Refund levied taxes. 

 

As required, County Counsel again created the following circulating title and summary for the 

second petition that was printed on all the petitions circulated among the voters for their 

signature: 

Circulating 

Title 

An Initiative Measure to Repeal the Carson Creek Park Landscape and 

Lighting Assessment District #39 Special Assessment and Require Voter 

Approval for Subsequent Special Assessments. 

Circulating 

Summary 

The Carson Creek Park Landscape and Lighting Assessment District #39 

(the "Assessment District") was formed in 2015 by the El Dorado Hills 

Community Services District ("CSD") pursuant to the Landscape and 

Lighting Act of 1972 (Streets & Highways Code, § 22500 et seq.). The 

purpose of the Assessment District is to provide funding for the 

installation, maintenance, and operation of improvements for a park 

within the Assessment District's boundaries. Districts such as the 

Assessment District are authorized to levy assessments subject to 

compliance with the Landscape and Lighting Act of 1972 and California 

Constitution Article XIIID {commonly referred to as Proposition 218). 

An assessment differs from a tax in that a tax may be imposed without 

reference to peculiar benefits to particular individuals or property or 

without regard to whether the person or property subject to the tax 

received any particular benefit from the tax. An assessment, however, can 
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be imposed only for a "special benefit" conferred on the real property 

assessed, and must be in proportion to, and not greater than, the special 

benefit conferred on the property assessed. On June 13, 2019, the CSD 

held a public hearing to consider adoption of a resolution establishing an 

assessment on property within the Assessment District. Upon the 

conclusion of the hearing, the CSD found that a majority protest did not 

exist and, thus, adopted a resolution approving the Engineer's Report for 

the Assessment District and levying an assessment on each lot or parcel 

in the Assessment District in the amount of $380.91 per unit for Fiscal 

Year 2019/2020. This initiative measure seeks to repeal that 

assessment and instruct the El Dorado County Assessor and Tax 

Collector to refund any monies collected pursuant to that assessment. 

This initiative measure further seeks to require that, prior to levying 

future assessments within the Assessment District, the CSD obtain 

the approval of two-thirds of the property owners of record at the 

time of the proposed assessment. The provisions of this measure 

would remain in effect for ten years following certification of the 

election results. 

 

After collecting the necessary number of registered voter signatures, this initiative petition was 

certified by the Registrar on September 9, 2020. [Appendix 3]. 

The Registrar then presented this second certified ballot initiative to the CSD Board at its 

October 8, 2020, meeting. The Registrar also provided clear instructions regarding their 

obligation under EC 9310. 

The CSD Counsel initially recommended that the CSD Board deny the petition because they 

again claimed the petition was unconstitutional. However, after reviewing the requirements 
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outlined by the Registrar, the CSD Board voted to override CSD Counsel’s recommendation 

and agreed: "… to certify the petition and advance to the next available general election, which 

is November 8, 2022." CSD seemingly found another way to circumvent the initiative 

proponent’s intent. 

Elections Code 9310 states that the initiative petition (now referred to as an ordinance) must be 

submitted to the voters “without alteration”. Unfortunately, CSD elected to defy their obligation 

and made significant alterations that narrowed the scope of the repeal to only two years. 

It should be noted that when LLAD #39 petitioners signed these petitions they relied on the 

initiative language from the petition sponsors and County Counsel that was printed on the 

circulated petition. When that language was changed without the petition signers’ knowledge 

and agreement, the initiative petition process was undermined. Elections Code 9310 requires 

that the initiative language be unaltered as it moves through the voter initiative process to avoid 

these types of abuses.  

For context, it should be pointed out that the ramifications of an LLAD repealing a funding 

source for park maintenance would be a serious issue for CSD. Potentially the viability of the 

park would be in question. Past instances of a repeal of assessments have led to water being 

turned off and the Landscape amenities turning to weeds. 

Now in violation of Elections Code 9310, which requires that the petition be unaltered, CSD 

added over 50% additional language to limit the repeal of all future assessments and refund of 

monies to only Fiscal Years 2020 and 2021 (mid-2019 to mid-2021). This limitation was 

contrary to the clear intent to repeal future assessments and require a new vote of the LLAD 

#39 residents to approve any new or modified assessments going forward. The CSD Board 

submitted the significantly altered language to the Registrar for the November 2020 Ballot. 

[Appendix 4 Voter Guide - Full Text of Measure H]. 

The petitioners protested to the CSD Board and the Registrar that the altered measure text 

violated Election Code 9310, but their appeals were rejected. The petitioners submitted a 
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second appeal to the Registrar to act as allowed by Election Code 9380, but the Registrar 

declined to act.  

Reviewing the County Counsel Impartial Analysis of Measure H does provide some 

verification of the complaint to the Grand Jury [Appendix 4 Voter Guide - Impartial Analysis]. 

In the Impartial Analysis, County Counsel states:  

This Measure was placed on the ballot by the Board of Directors of the CSD 

pursuant to Resolution No. 2022-19, following certification of an initiative petition 

signed by the requisite number of voters. 

 

This acknowledges that there was a certified initiative petition, but it is silent on why the 

language was changed. 

Towards the end of his analysis, County Counsel further stated:  

As presented to the voters by CSD Resolution No. 2022-19, this measure would 

repeal only those assessments levied in Fiscal Years 2019-2020 and 2020-2021 and 

order a refund of any monies collected pursuant to assessments levied in those two 

fiscal years. It is unclear, however, whether the initiative petition that was 

circulated for signatures is so limited. It states that the measure would “Repeal 

CSD LLAD #39 Special Assessment and Refund levied taxes.” Accordingly, 

whether the measure repeals and refunds only the assessments levied in Fiscal 

Years 2019-2020 and 2020-2021 or whether it also repeals the Assessment 

District’s ability to levy assessments in the future cannot be determined at this 

time.   

 

County Counsel observed that the initiative petition which was circulated for signatures 

contained language that was quite different from what was printed on the ballot for Measure H. 
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It was clear that the original petition did not have any mention of any specific years. It was 

never made clear to the Grand Jury why it “could not be determined at this time”, since the 

petition never mentioned any specific years. County Counsel and the Elections Department 

work closely together on issues like this and eventually deferred to CSD and allowed the 

limited, modified version to be placed on the ballot. 

The initiative proponents continued to raise the issue of the modified language to the Elections 

Department prior to the election. The response from the Elections Department was that they 

were obliged to use the version supplied by the governing entity (in this case CSD) and that the 

proper recourse for the proponents was to take the issue to court and get a writ of mandamus 

(court order to a lesser government official to perform some legally required act) to use the 

original initiative text.  

Requiring that ballot proponents go to court to pursue legal remedy when the governing entity 

does not act appropriately is not a fair process. This introduces an unfair and unnecessary 

burden on the public when the Election Code statutes are clear about handling and modifying 

initiatives through the entire ballot initiative process. The fact that neither the Elections 

Department nor County Counsel could determine that CSD modified the intent of the original 

initiative, even though County Counsel alluded to exactly that in the analysis, is an indication 

that they may not have engaged in sufficient oversight of CSD's improper handling of the ballot 

initiative. The ballot proponents elected not to pursue a legal remedy through the courts in 2022 

as they thought it was too onerous of a process or have time to move forward with a solution. 

On November 6, 2022, the registered voters of CSD LLAD #39 affirmed the assessment repeal 

and refund with a 92% yes vote. But the altered language of CSD Resolution No. 2022-19 and 

Measure H [Appendix 4 Voter Guide - Measure H] only asked CSD to do something that 

required no further action - a refund for LLAD #39 assessments for fiscal years 2019-2020 and 

2020-2021 that had already been made. Those years had already been refunded because the 

assessments were made prior to the park being opened for use, and lacking any special benefit 

https://legaldictionary.net/writ-of-mandamus/
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required for LLAD assessments. The question of whether the LLAD should be paying for a 

park they were electing not to use going forward was still never addressed.  

Having failed to find relief from questionable CSD assessments through two ballot initiatives 

and having elected to not pursue remedy through the courts, the Heritage community has 

elected to create another (third) ballot initiative for the November 2024 election. They have 

received support from available counsel at the Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association to avoid 

any further legal ambiguity. The Grand Jury understands that two other LLADs plan to contest 

their assessments targeting the election of November 2024 as well using the same vetted 

language this time as LLAD #39 (more on LLAD #22 below).  

They say that the third time’s a charm, but as shown in our recommendations, the third time 

should not have been necessary. The Grand Jury is recommending CSD to finally implement 

the original intent of the Heritage initiative (Measure H) prior to the election. 

LLAD #22 PURSUES THE SAME BALLOT INITIATIVE PROCESS 

In April, 2023, CSD received a second initiative measure to repeal and refund the Promontory 

Landscape And Lighting Assessment District #22 Special Assessment. It was reviewed and 

certified by County Counsel on October 19, 2023. This initiative was initially challenged by 

CSD Legal Counsel. Appendix 5 is the memorandum to the Board of Directors concerning the 

LLAD #22 Repeal Initiative. The CSD Legal Counsel recommended to take no action on the 

proposed ballot. 

The CSD Counsel argues that an LLAD is not a discrete political unit for the purposes of 

repealing levied assessments under Proposition 218, and that the entire CSD district must be 

included in any such initiative. The claim was that the initiative proponents had not reached a 

representative number of signatures for the entire district.  

At the CSD Board meeting on April 11, 2024, the Board elected to accept the certified initiative 

and place it on the ballot with the understanding that discussions would be held with the three 
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LLAD proponents (along with Blackstone’s LLAD #30) to reach a mutually agreeable solution 

that would hopefully avoid the need for a ballot measure in November or remediation through 

the courts.  

The Grand Jury is optimistic that CSD is open to expediting a mutually agreeable solution and 

appears to be more responsive to the concerns of multiple LLAD communities. Nevertheless, 

this is an unusual and untried process and the path to resolution is far from certain. Looming 

over the negotiations is the possible eventual need for taking the case to court for remediation 

or relief, a process that all parties appear to want to avoid and would be much more costly to 

the taxpayers. 

Unfortunately, the Grand Jury could not identify or recommend a viable process through the 

County that ballot proponents could pursue more efficiently for recourse in these situations. We 

reached out to the Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association (HJTA) for any experience they have 

seen across the state when taxpayers and ballot proponents have contested issues with 

governing bodies. They could provide no examples in their experience where such a situation 

arose and felt that remediation through the court was likely the only possible path for the ballot 

proponents. 

Nobody else we spoke with felt going through the court was an optimal process, and it 

seemingly has left voters disenfranchised and frustrated in the past, but it’s the only process that 

exists today. Perhaps more importantly, the lack of alternative paths for recourse may allow 

governing bodies to act with impunity if they elect to ignore the intent of a ballot initiative and 

the will of the voters.  



FINDINGS 

Page 19 Case #24-06   LLAD Ballot Initiatives 

Findings 

F1 - After it was certified by the Registrar on May 14, 2020, an initiative petition signed by the 

required number of voters in LLAD #39 was unilaterally not acted on by the El Dorado Hills 

CSD. This non-action ignored the objections of the petitioners and violated Elections Code 

9310 that required CSD to adopt the ballot measure or submit it to the voters. 

 

F2 - After it was certified by the Registrar on September 9, 2020, the text of a second initiative 

petition signed by LLAD #39 residents was altered, resulting in it being essentially nullified 

before it was placed on the 2020 ballot and submitted to the voters. This action ignored the 

objections of the petitioners and Elections Code 9310 which requires that the initiative petition 

be submitted to the voters without alteration. 

 

F3 - In the Impartial Analysis of Measure H on the 2022 Ballot, County Counsel noted the 

alteration of the LLAD #39 voter petition; however, both the County Elections Department and 

County Counsel allowed the election process to proceed over the objections of the LLAD #39 

petitioners and requirements of California Elections Code 9310. 

 

F4 – El Dorado County has not published handbooks to provide voters with information to 

assist them in understanding the steps necessary to initiate, circulate, and file County initiative 

petitions. 

 

F5 – Although CSD Legal Counsel advised CSD to not act on a ballot initiative to repeal 

assessments from LLAD #22, the CSD Board voted to pass the certified measure to the ballot in 

November 2023, while hoping to negotiate a mutually agreeable resolution that would avoid 

going to ballot or to court for relief. 
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F6 – In situations where there are contested Proposition 218-related ballot initiatives, where the 

governing body disagrees with the legal foundations of the initiative and elects to not act on it, 

the only remediation path appears to be through the court system, which will cause delays and 

additional expense to the taxpayers. 
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Recommendations 

R1 – By December 2024, the Elections Department should develop and publish online 

documentation for sponsors of initiative petitions that provides a summary of the County 

initiative petition procedure and the requirements for preparing and qualifying County 

initiative petitions. 

 

R2 – By December 2024, the Elections Department should offer training to County Boards 

and Commissions that provides training on the requirements and their responsibilities in the 

County initiative petition process. 

 

R3 – Within 90 days of the release of this report, CSD should implement the intent of the 

Carson Creek LLAD #39 second ballot initiative to perpetually repeal LLAD assessments. 

(Note that this recommendation also appeared in the Grand Jury report Case #24-05). 
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Request for Responses 

A Civil Grand Jury report details a single investigation. Each report lists FINDINGS and 

RECOMMENDATIONS.  The responsible organization is notified and is required to respond to 

the report.   

The California Penal Code § 933(c) specifies response times. 

• PUBLIC AGENCIES. The governing body of any public agency (also referring to a 

department) must respond within 90 days from the release of the report to the 

public. 

• ELECTIVE OFFICERS OR AGENCY HEADS. All elected officers or heads of 

agencies/departments are required to respond within 60 days of the release of the 

report to the public. 

• FAILURE TO RESPOND. Failure to respond, as required to a Jury report, violates 

California Penal Code Section 933.05 and is subject to further action that may 

include additional investigation on the subject matter of the report by the Jury.  

The following responses are required pursuant to Penal Code § 933 and § 933.05: 

From the following government bodies: 

▪ El Dorado County Board of Supervisors 

o All Findings and Recommendations R1-R2 

▪ El Dorado County Elections Department 

o All Findings and Recommendations R1-R2 

▪ El Dorado Hills Community Services District  

o Findings F1-F2 and Recommendation R3 

For more information refer to How to Respond to an El Dorado County Grand Jury Report 

available on the El Dorado County Grand Jury webpage. 

https://www.edcgov.us/Government/GrandJury/Documents/2019-2020%20Reports/Responding%20to%20a%20Grand%20Jury%20Report.pdf
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Appendix and Related Information 

APPENDIX 1 – REGISTRAR OF VOTERS CERTIFICATION, MAY 2020 
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APPENDIX 2 – EDH CSD MEMO TO REFRAIN FROM TAKING ACTION (REDACTED) 
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APPENDIX 3 – REGISTRAR OF VOTERS CERTIFICATION, MAY 2020 
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APPENDIX 4 – 2022 VOTER INFORMATION GUIDE 
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APPENDIX 5 – MEMO TO CSD BOARD RE: LLAD #22 BALLOT INITIATIVE 
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